Realignment of State Route 32 in the City of Orland
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

YES
52. Reault in the use of any publicly-owned land from a park, recreation area,
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge?

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

53.  Doesthe project have the potentia to substantially degrade the qudlity of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of afish or wildlife species,
cause afish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or anima community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of arare or endangered plant or animal or eiminate important examples
of the mgjor periods of California history or prehistory?

54.  Doesthe project have the potentia to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage
of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the environment
is one which occursin arelatively brief, definitive period of time while
long-term impacts will endure well into the future.)

55.  Doesthe project have environmental effects which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects. It includes the effects of other projects which interact
with this project and, together, are considerable.

56. Doesthe project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

(VI) Discussion of Environmental Evaluation

Result in any noise levels or vibration for adjoining areas or result in any noise
criteria being equal or exceeded? (#19& #20)

Alternative B would result in noise increases to certain residents such that a
soundwall would be feasible to reduce noise impacts. Under Alternative B noise levels
would increase at eleven locations and approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria
(NAC) at eight locations. On the north side of proposed alternate B, constructing a 10 ft
(3 m) high, 405 ft (124 m) long soundwall would benefit six residences by mitigating
noise levels to below the NAC. On the south side a soundwall would not be reasonable
because of cost. The reasonableness criteria allows an expenditure of $38,000 per
benefited residence. Since only two residences on the south side would benefit, sound
wall construction could not exceed $76,000. The actua cost of the soundwall however,
would be approximately $112,000 which would significantly exceed the allowable cost.

For Alternatives A1 and C the noise levels would not approach or exceed the
NAC and no mitigation is required.
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Affect life-styles, neighborhood character or minority groups (#34 & #35)

Alternatives B and C would both require right of way occupied by La Mexicana
market, a small Hispanic-owned grocery store. Many of the store's customers could be
members of the local Hispanic population. This market and the project area are located
within U.S. Census Block Group 1 in Glenn County Census Tract 101. According to the
1990 U.S. Census, 30% of the 1,600 people in this block group were of Hispanic origin.
This represents a fairly high concentration of members of this ethnic minority,
particularly compared with the 20% found in the County as a whole.

This information indicates a probability that the relocations required for
Alternatives B and C would disproportionately impact low-income and minority
populations. These impacts would require mitigation, according to Executive Order
12898. Executive Order 12898 requires Federal agencies to achieve environmental
justice by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority and low-income populations. A focused community outreach on the displaced
residents and their involvement in the relocation process is ongoing.

Requirethe displacement of businesses or people (#37 & #38)

Alternatives B and C would require the displacement of residents and businesses.
Alternative B would take four residences and four businesses. Alternative C would result
in the taking of six residences including one multi-family residence and the full or partial
take of four businesses. The Caltrans Draft Relocation Impact Report confirms that there
are sufficient comparable housing and business sites available.

Affect property values or thelocal tax base (#39)

The two realignment alternatives could have a positive or negative affect on
property values. Because the path of Route 32 would change under alternatives B and C,
certain parcels would be subject to an increase or decrease in traffic circulation. The
project area has residences living in areas that are zoned commercial. These properties
might become more attractive to commercia buyers with the new access to Route 32,
conversely certain residents may not appreciate being closer to the road. Other
residences that were previously directly on Route 32 would benefit by being further away
from it. Thus, there could be effects on property values or the local tax base, but these
effects would not necessarily be detrimental.

Alter present patternsof circulation (#42)

Alternative A1, an improvement of the existing alignment, should not result in
changes in traffic circulation.

Alternatives B and C would result in minor alterations in the circulation of traffic.
(see exhibits Band C) Under both aternatives, eastbound traffic on Walker Street would
not be able to enter the intersection of Walker and Sixth Streets. Seventh Street would
also be changed by those alternatives. Under alternative B part of Seventh Street north of
Walker would be closed and under alternative C, traffic on Seventh Street would not be
able to make left hand turns on to Walker Street.

Traffic on Swift Street in the project area would be greatly reduced as it would no
longer be part of SR 32. The segment of Sixth between Walker and Swift would also see
areduction in traffic.
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Affect a significant archaeological or historic site, structure, object or building (#48)

Caltrans prepared an Historic Architectural Survey Report to study the 23
properties in the project area. Thirteen properties were formally evaluated for this report.
Ten additional properties were treated in accordance with the FHWA and State Historic
Preservation Office in the “Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Evaluation of
Post-1945 Buildings, Moved Pre-1945 Buildings, and Altered Pre-1945 Buildings’
(updated to post 1954). These properties were also evaluated in accordance with Section
15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of
the California Public Resources Code, and determined that they are not historica
resources for the purposes of CEQA. None of the properties appear to meet the criteria
of eigibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. They lack either
the required degree of integrity, the architectural significance, or associations with
persons or events important in the broad patterns of history at the local, state or national
level.
Result in the use of any publicly owned land from a park (#52)

An area referred to as “Welcome to Orland Park” in the Orland Area General
Plan, would be either totally or partially removed by Alternatives B and C. However, we
have received confirmation from the City that this area is not an actua park, but rather a
remnant of land that the City maintains for locating their service club signs. (See Exhibit
H) This is a relatively small (.26 acre) area, at the southeast corner of 8" and Swift
Streets that consists of a‘Welcome to Orland’ sign, a sign listing local churches, a grassy
area and some mature trees. According to the City, this area is not used for recreational
purposes of any kind. Impacts to this land could be completely mitigated by replacing it
with a similar area just to the north in the area that would be freed by the removal of
Swift Street. This space would serve the same purpose as the current one by providing a
green area upon which to place the signs where they would be viewed by motorists
entering Orland from the west.

(V1) Consultation and Coor dination

Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Agencies that were consulted in regards to this project include the Federa
Highway Administration, the Office of Historic Preservation, the City of Orland, the
Orland Historical and Cultural Society, and the Northeast Center of the California
Historical Resources Information Center. Native American associations contacted
include the Grindstone Creek Rancheria, the Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians, and the
Native American Heritage Commission.
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